
i 

. .  

Department of Energy 

ROCKY FLATS PROJECT OFFICE 
10808 HIGHWAY 93, UNlT A 

GOLDEN, COLORADO 80403-8ux) 
MAR 1 6 2005 05-DOEM) 157 

Mr. Steve Gunderson 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement Project Coordinator 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Denver, Colorado 80246-1502 

Mr. Mark Aguilar 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region Vm 
999 18* Street, Suite 300 
Denver, Colorado 80202-2466 

- - - Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement Team b a d  - _ _  _ _ _  - 

Dear Gentlemen: 

The U.S. Department of Energy Rocky Flats Project Office is transmitting to your respective 
agencies copies of the Hnal Interim MeasurelInterim Remedial Action (IMARA) for the 
Original Landfill for your approval. We have incorporated, where applicable, text changes 
from your comments on the Draft Final IM/IRA that we received electronically from the 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment staff, Carl Spreng, on March 4,2005. 
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In addition, we have enclosed along with this correspondence our mponses to your comments 
on the Final Draft IM/IRA. 

If you should have any additional questions regarding this document, please contact Bob Birk 
at (303) 966-5921, or you may contact me at (303) 966-2282. 

Sincerely, 

Pc% J ph A. Legare, Direc or 
lUT6 Project Management 

Enclosures 
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Mr. Steve Gunderson 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement Project Coordinator 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Denver, Colorado 80246-1 502 

Mr. Mark Aguilar 
Rocky Hats Cleanup Agreement Team Lead 
U.S. Environrnenkd Protection Agency, Region VI11 
999 18Ih Street, Suite 300 
Denver, Colorado 80202-2466 

r - - Oear Gentlemen: 

The U.S. Department of Energy Rocky Flats Project Office is transmitling to your respective 
agencies copies of Ihe Final Interim Measurellnterim Remedial Action (IM/IRA) for the 
Original Landfill for your approval. We have incorporated, where applicable, text changes 
from your comments on the Draft Final l M R A  that we received electronitally from the 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment staff, Carl Spreng, on March 4,2005. 

In addition, we have enclosed along with lhis correspondence our responses to your comments 
on the Final Draft IMIIRA. 

If you should have any additional questions regarding this document, please contact Bob Birk 
at (303) 966-5921, or you may contact me at (303) 966-2282. 
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COR CONTROL 
ADMJN. RECORD 

By 

Ref. Ltr, # 
Enclosures 

' Sincerely, 

J vh A. Lesare. Director - .  
RFPb Project Management 

W E  ORDER # 

M. I 



Mr. Steven Gunderson 
Mr. Mark Aguilar 

' 05-DOE-OO157 

cc wlo Encls.: 
B. Birk, HQCPM, RFPO 
N. Castaneda, HQCPM, RFPO 
D. Shelton, K-H 
K.  Wiemelt, K-H 
B. Davis, K-H 
C. Spreng, CDPHE 
V. Moritz. USEPA 
Administrative Record 
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DOE Response to EPA Comments on the Final Drafl IM/IRA for the Original Landfill 

I .  Section 5'LSarnuling 
The original comment suzgests samplin_e for radionuclides, SVOCs and pesticidcs in  addition to 
VOC and metals. DOE'S rcsponsc i s  not suffcicnt. There will be two components of flow 
migrating through the wasle: infiltration and hi@ ground water. The OLF cover will not prevent 
infiltration, plus high ground water lc\:cls \vi11 continue to move into and through the waste. 
Thcsc two flow components have the ability to continue mobilizing contaminants. l'hcrefore, 
leachate/shallow ground water needs to be sampled quai-terly consistent with the 5-year review 
process for radionuclides, SVOCs, pesticides, VOCs and metals. 

DOE Response: From our previous response to EPA's comment, the Original Landfill does not 
generate leachate that needs to be managed. As presented in the IM/lRA, the landfill has been 
inactive for over 35 years and the groundwater has  been monitored since 1991. The review of 
this data and including the most recent groundwater data (2003), clearly indicates that the OLF 
has not impacted the downgradient groundwater quality. Groundwater data has also showed very 
low levels of conlaniinants within the landfill boundary, decreasing concentrations of 
contaminants over time, and no migration beyond the boundilries of the landfill. The 
contaminates within the landfill are predominatcly VOCs. metals and Uranium. Therefore, these 
constituents have been selected for monitoring by the post-accelerated action groundwater 
monitoring program. 

2. Scction 5 - Revegetation 
'This IM/IRA commits to revegetate the soil cover. 'A site-specific revegetation plan should 
therefore be developed based on the approved sitewide Kevesetation Plan. Elements of the site- 
specific revegetation plan will need to include seedbed preparation,.seed mix(es), and success 
criteria. 

DOE Response: DOE has committed to revegetate the cover of the OLF in the IM/lRA. 
Elements of the site-specific seeding plan will be a part of the accelerated action design and will 
include seedbed preparation, seed planting, hydromulcliinp, and placement of erosio;i matting. 
The seed mix will be consistent with the most current site-wide revegetation plan. 

3. Section 7 - Sampling of leachale 
Same as coniment 1 on Section 5 above, i.e., a full suite of analytes i s  needed. 

DOE Response: See response to comment I .  

4. Section 7.2 - Area grading 
Comment response indicates that "additional lext will be added," but i t  was not. Need to see 
revised text for Section 7.2. 

DOE Response: Text in Section 7.2 has been added to address the original comment. 

5 .  Section 7.2 - Revepelation 
DOE states that OLF re\ egetation will have the same success as  the 903 Lip Area. This is only 
the case if conditions are similar - subsurface, soil chemistry. slopes, etc. It would be useful to 
h a w  a description of the 903 Lip Area from the Subsurface lo the topivegetation layer to \.erify 
this claim. Gi\.en the siiccess at thc 903 Lip Area. there shoiild be no problem agreeing to 
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revegetation success criteria. Reveeetntion is an issue that impacts not only the lii~ldfills but also 
many other areas of the site. 

DOE Rcsponse: The re\:egetntion of the soil cover at the OLF will be accomplished using 
procedures similar to that used at the 903 Pad. Site specific steps will be presented in the 
accclcrated action design. Successful revegetation has occurred throughout the RFETS on Rocky 
Flats Alluvium type soils. This type of soil will be used for the OLF covcr and is present at the 
903 Pad. Therefore, no further characterization of the soils is needed. Revegetation success 
criteria and the revegetation of the RFETS IA  are beyond the scope of the IM/IRA. 

6 .  Section 7.4 - Soil cover 
In this  section EPA requested inclusion of the exact same text presented in the Present Landfill 
IM/IRA. This wording i s  to make the 2 dociinients consistent and to nicct ARARs. 

DOE Response: The text presented in the IM/IRA adequately describes the soil cover for the 
Original laidfil l  without the text from the Present Landfill IMARA. 

7. Section IO - Table IO. 1 
DOE did not respond to EPA's comment regarding the need to include sanlpling for 
Aniericium/Plutoniuni in surface water locations. 

DOE Rcsponse: The IMP has determined the Uranium is the only radionuclide constituenl of 
concern at the surface water monitoring stations upstream and downstream of thc Original 
Landfill. Americium and Plutomiuni will not be added to the list of constituents at the surhce 
\\ ntcr nionitoring stations. 

8. Section 6 Finures 
Figures 6.1 (grading plan) and 6.2 (cross-section) pertain to the "old" alternative and therefore 
don't show a buttress. The buttress alternative is shown in Figirre 3. Since this is now the 
preferred alternative! an additional figure should show a conceptual grading plan with a buttress 
approxi ilia t el y tocat ed. 

DOE Response: This figure will be added. 

9. Integrated Flow and Fate/Transport Model document 
Responses to comments by other parties indicate that the final version of this document is not 
intended to contain a sensitivityluncertainty analysis. EPA disagrees with this position. The 
revised version of this document needs to include a sensitivity/ui~certainty analysis. 

DOE Response: The intesrated flow model \vas prepared to predict the groundwater lc\,els to be 
used in the stability analysis of the OLF with a buttress., The stability analysis uses a 
conservatively high groundwater level predicted from the integrated flow model for the 1 00-year 
wettest year, which also coincides with a significant earthquake event. The integrated flow model 
and the stability analysis were conducted with these "worse-case'' conditions. Therefore, a 
sensiti\.ity/uiicertainty analysis would not add value to the stability evaluation and is not rcquired. 



DOE Response to CDPHE Comments on the Find Draft IhillRA for the Original Landfill 

I .  Section 4.5 2 - Well 61093 
Fairly recent data froni the ICPMS study included data for Well 61093. At 250 pCi/L, thc rcsults 
are significantly higher than background. If these data are not currently included in the SWD, 
they should be added. 

DOE Response: The lCPMS data is in SWD. 

2. Section 8 I ADpendix A - ARARs 
The Draft Ciround Water and 'Soil Remedial Action Obiectives Technical Mcrnorandum as well 
as proposed post-closure monitoring criteria for ground water both establish the state stirface 
water quality standards as the slandards for ground water. The Colorado Basic Standards and 
Methodolozies for Surface Water should reniain an ARAR. 

DOE Response: The groundwater monitoring wells at the OLF are accelerated action. 
performance monitoring wells, and not wells designated by the IMP as AOC or scntinel wells. 
Well I I 104, which is close to the OLF has been designated as'an AOC well and will be 
nionitored to assess the impact of the groundwater on,surface water. Given this, the Colorado 
Basic Standards and Merhodologies for Surface Water is a site-wide ARAR, but not an ARAR 

. .  specific to the OLF. . .  
. . I.'.. . . :  . , ~ ., , A )  .. . 

3. section 7.3.1 - Soil Cover (new comment) 
The commitment to revegetate the soil cover should reference the already approved sitewide 
Revegelation Plan. That Plan states that areas outside the 1A may require modifications to the 
sitewide plan to fit the specific setting. 

DOE Response: DOE has committed to revegetate the cover o f  the OLF in  t h e  IM/lRA. 
Elements of the site-specific seeding plan will be a part o f  the accelerated action design and will 
include seedbed preparation, seed planting, hydroniulching, and placement of erosion matting. 
The seed mix will be consistent with the most current site-wide revegetation plan. 

4. Inteprated Flow and Fate and Transport Modeling for the OLF --Pa& 
The response states that a sensitivity and uncertainty analysis "could be perfomed", but does not 
commit to doing it .  Performing a sensitivity and uncertainty analysis is important because, of all 
the geotechnical parameters, hydraulic properties used in model studies are probably the most 
difficult to determine in-situ. variable and uncertain. Even in the best model studies, there are 
usually differences between predicted and measured performance. Because there are no 
nieasured groundwater parameters for the Original Landfill Site; no model study that has 
conipared the predicted and the measured system response of the as-built system with the 
proposed boundary conditions (that is, proposed grade, new buttress drain locations, and fi l l  
depths); and system response is known to be highly dependent on site-specific localized 
conditions, it is unreasonable to expect that assumed single parameter values used in a model 
stiidy will provide an accurate representation of risk associated with the proposed design. 
Sensitivity and uncertainty analyses should therefore be performed on a calibrated model with the 
proposed grades, buttress and buttress drain, and f i l l  depths. The results should be submitted in a 
revised report on integrated flow modeling for the Original landfill. 
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In  addition, in order to thoroughly review this modcling effort, it would be useful lo h a w  the 
pertinent modeling parimctcrs available. such as top of bedrock elevations, Kd distributions for’ 
all modeled layers, CIC. The Slate requests that these parameters be provided electronically. 

DOE Response: The i n t ep ted  flow model was preparcd to predict the groundwater levels to be 
used in the stability analysis of the OLF with a buttress.’ The integrated flow n~orlel  was also 
calibrated to match the historical hydrogeologic behavior at the OLF. The nability analysis uses 
a conservatively high groundwater level predicted from the integrated flow model for the 100- 
year wettest year, which also coincides with a significant eafihquake event. The integrated flow 
model and the stability analysis were conducted with these “worse-case” conditions. Therefore, a 
sensitivity/uncertainly analysis would not add value to the stability evaluation and is not required. 
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